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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The QUT Centre for Subtropical Design reviewed tools and indices that measure ‘liveability’ on behalf 
of the Brisbane Development Association. This review provides insight into the concept of ‘liveability’ 
and how various international and local tools measure or value ‘liveability’ of cities.  
Liveability is subjective, and can mean different things to different individuals depending upon their 
situation and lifecycle stage, and is therefore difficult to define.  Essentially, the term ‘liveability’ 
constitutes thoughts of quality of life and wellbeing of residents in urban environments.   
Accordingly, an all-encompassing definition such as that adopted by Partners for Livable Communities 
(Australia) provides a broad framework to progress this project:   
“Liveability is the sum of the aspects that add up to the quality of life of a place, including its economy, 
amenity, environmental sustainability, health and wellbeing, equity, education and learning, and 
leadership.” (PLC 2012) 
Typically, liveability indices were developed as tools to compare cities based on a number of criteria, 
and driven by various agendas, such as, marketing purposes, with results publicised by organisations 
and cities themselves.  Although many of these annual city surveys and ranking generate substantial 
media attention, city benchmarking also has a number of limitations that undermine their validity for 
measuring and monitoring performance and for informing urban policy.  The findings of this review 
reveal that in many cases liveability indices are unsound because: 
 the aims and audience are often narrow, biasing the selection of indicators; 
 they combine data to come up with a single figure to rank cities, making it difficult to access 
results, and understand the relationships between complex scoring and ranking systems and 
the accuracy of claims; 
 survey samples are small, agenda driven, adopting subjective data measurement methods  
 they are generally not designed to inform public policy; and 
 they do not take into account the perceptions of local residents and therefore, do not reflect 
the true ‘quality of life’ (Burton et al. 2010; City of Melbourne 2007 and 2011; Holloway and 
Wajzer 2008; Stokie 1999). 
Despite this, evidence suggests that adopting systematic methodologies to determine, assess and 
improve liveability will facilitate the capacity to: 
 benchmark the ‘liveability’ of cities and their communities  
 engage citizens and communities in informed discussions about shared goals and priorities  
 report, track and communicate the progress towards agreed goals and outcomes  
 guide evidence-based planning and action to address the issues identified as important by 
communities. 
(Derived from Community Indicators Victoria 2012; Holloway and Wajzer 2008) 
Liveability models can be useful because they are capable of simplifying and enabling the construction 
of a framework that can reflect the important aspects of a community, which can then form how 
people are likely to view the city they live in, or how they would like to improve where they live.   
As governments strive to improve liveability, there is a growing recognition of the need to focus on the 
importance of sustainable development (VCEC 2008).  Liveability, in this sense, has much to do with 
the effects of urban settlement patterns and the capability of infrastructure on the quality of life 
(Council of mayors SEQ 2011; Holloway and Wajzer 2008; Urbis 2008; VCEC 2008).  Consequently, 
transforming land use, infrastructure provision and built form through planning policy and design 
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would alter a wide range of factors that together, contribute towards the overall liveability of a city 
(ibid.).  The fundamental challenge facing city administrations, planners and designers however, is 
‘weighing up’ the array of factors that can be considered important to enhancing liveability.   
The key recommendations identified in the paper include: 
 Develop a theoretical framework to better define ‘liveability’ and underpin the development 
of indices; for example the framework may draw from social, psychological, and ecological 
theories.  
 Identify a set of tools or framework that investigate ways in which liveability indicators could 
be developed for local residents to assess liveability of their own local area/city considering 
that liveability indicators could be different for all cities/community based on local 
aspirations. 
 Undertake a detailed review to determine if new ‘liveability’ indices could be used to inform 
government policy at local or state levels, influencing liveability assessments and 
measurement methods e.g. Cairns Liveability Report; Victoria Competition and Efficiency 
Commission, Victorian Government’s Sustainable Community Rating. 
 Explore possible partnership opportunities with the Property Council of Australia, Green 
Building Council of Australia and Partners for Livable Communities (Australia) and Council of 
Mayors SEQ, beneficial for future work on this project.  
This paper identified that city comparisons and rankings should be of particular interest to Brisbane, 
for their potential to influence city reputations and people perceptions, which in turn can promote 
investment, tourism and immigration, and potentially their ‘liveability’.  
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2. INTRODUCTION 
There are a growing number of national and international city awards, indices, ranks and studies which 
propose to benchmark cities.  These studies often receive widespread media attention, and 
consequently, are of particular interest to cities for their potential to influence a city’s reputation or 
suggest ways in which a city’s ranking might be improved.  The Brisbane Development Association, has 
actively advocated this city’s economic, social and environmental attributes for over fifty years, and 
has partnered with the QUT Centre for Subtropical Design to review how various international and 
local tools and indices measure or value ‘liveability’ of cities.   
This paper provides a review of key elements in this research including, definitions and values 
associated with liveability; capacity of liveability indicators and the validity of their methodologies.  A 
summary of the performance of Australian cities in international liveability index rankings is provided 
in section 8.  
Many of these city comparison studies suggest it is possible to assess complex issues and policy 
responses by reducing them to a single (composite) score or rank.  The findings of this review revealed 
that in many cases such an approach is unsound (section 9).  Therefore, the methodology behind 
different international city liveability comparison rankings should be understood to keep their results 
in perspective and used appropriately, acknowledging their purpose, which in many cases should be 
limited to promotional activities.  
Despite the above, liveability indices can provide a valid means of assessing the quality and 
performance of urban areas.  These have been produced by various agencies and public sector bodies 
including those compiled by the Cairns City Council and Victorian Government.  The types of tools used 
to measure liveability (or elements of liveability) available in Australia and internationally are diverse 
and have a variety of applications (sections 10 and 11).  Key recommendations to move forward with 
this project are identified in the final section of this report (section 13).  
3. PURPOSE 
This desktop review was undertaken to:  
 investigate definitions, interpretations and values associated with ‘liveability’; 
 evaluate the purposes, methodologies and uses of international ‘liveable city’ comparisons;  
 determine the validity and usefulness of city liveability indices for community or city 
improvement, measurement and benchmarking, and policy development; 
 summarise and discusses key international city ‘liveability’ study outcomes comparing 
Australian cities, including Brisbane, globally against other major cities; and 
 provide recommendations to assess the value of creating key indicators and or measures 
that may work towards improving ‘local’ and ‘city-wide’ liveability. 
4. PROJECT PROPONENTS  
This review has been undertaken by the Centre of Subtropical Design (QUT) in partnership with the 
Brisbane Development Association (BDA), to investigate city ‘liveability’ studies, their purposes, 
methodologies, potential uses and any gaps that may exist in these studies.  This scoping exercise will 
be utilised to determine future project proposals. The proponents are seeking the following direct and 
indirect outputs: 
 Research definitions and values associated with liveability  
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 Determine the validity and usefulness of city liveability indices, in planning and design terms, 
for project benchmarking and success, and city policy development 
 Promote and increase supporters and partners in the study, and project champions 
 Develop research proposals in to the study of city liveability pertinent to sub/tropical urban 
areas 
 Contribute to the academic study area of liveable city planning and design  
 Support an application for competitive grant funding to undertake research. 
5. BACKGROUND 
There are a number of city liveability studies published that compare cities against one another, 
including Australian cities.  As a general rule, these studies are presented as statistical tools making 
comparisons between cities over a range of criteria.  There are many city comparison studies that are 
interesting or informative if used appropriately.  For example, as a comparative index for assessing 
living allowances for human resource departments or as a marketing tool used to promote a city as a 
preferred travel destination.  
Liveability indices generally assess which locations around the world provide the best or the worst 
living conditions according to ‘western’ viewpoint.  Surveys originated as a means of testing whether 
Human Resource Departments needed to assign a hardship allowance as part of expatriate relocation 
packages (EIU 2011a).  While this function is still a central potential use of surveys, it has also evolved 
as a broad means of benchmarking cities.  As the concept of liveability is increasingly used by 
government and non-government entities, the validity of using such indices across a range of needs 
including urban policy development is questioned (Burton et al. 2010; VCEC 2008).  
There are numerous international city comparison studies that utilise their studies as public media 
promotional tools to sell more publications.  Many receive widespread media attention claiming to 
measure ‘quality of life’ or ‘liveability’ (Brisbane Times 2011).  These more ambiguous or subjective 
media subscriber based indices may be of interest to a traveller or general public, are now having their 
integrity publically questioned (Burton et al. 2010; EIU 2011a; Melbourne City Council 2011a; VCEC 
2008).  In addition, a number of comparison surveys encourage their use to assess complex issues and 
policy responses by reducing them to a single composite score or ranking (Burton et al. 2010).  Details 
of methodology used including sampling, is not readily available to the public.  Nevertheless, city 
comparison indices and rankings should be of particular interest to cities including Brisbane, for their 
potential to influence city reputations and perceptions, which can in turn, promote investment, 
tourism and immigration to them.   
As governments strive to improve ‘liveability’ in accordance with strategic direction, there is a growing 
recognition of the need to focus on the importance of sustainable development in achieving truly 
liveable communities.  Measuring and adopting the success of high quality and creative design 
solutions for new urban developments and the delivery of infrastructure is a way that this can be 
achieved (Holloway and Wajzer 2008; VCEC 2008). 
6. DEFINING LIVEABILITY 
Liveability is a broad term which is used internationally without a precise or agreed definition.  
Although definitions of liveability used by various indices may be comparable, their priorities or 
objectives to achieve liveability may vary based on their key objectives. 
“There is no established theoretical framework or uniform definition of liveability, and liveability 
literature consists mainly of empirical studies, which generally involve direct comparison of composite 
measures over different geographical areas” (Burton et. al. 2010, p.5).   
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The term ‘liveability’ is used to describe the overall contribution of the urban environment in 
influencing the quality of life or wellbeing of residents (Urbis 2008).  In Australia, there are an 
increasing number of organisations, including government agencies that track the progress of 
liveability in communities.  
6.1. Australian definitions and approaches to liveability 
6.1.1. Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 'quality of life' definition 
According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) liveability equates to quality of life, which is 
linked strongly to (sometimes synonymous with) wellbeing and can also be used in a collective sense 
to describe how well a society satisfies people's wants and needs (ABS 2012).  For example, measuring 
wellbeing covers nine areas of concern; population, family and community, health, education and 
training, work, economic resources, housing, crime and justice, and culture and leisure. 
6.1.2. Australian Federal Government 
Our Cities, Our Future (Australian Government 2011b) is the national urban planning policy 
highlighting the Australian Government’s commitment to facilitating the delivery of an urban Australia 
that is “more productive, sustainable and liveable” (ibid., p. 6).  
“...liveability refers to the way the urban environment supports the quality of life and wellbeing of 
communities.  Quality of life and wellbeing encompasses mental and physical health, happiness and life 
satisfaction for individuals and supportive social relationships in communities...Liveable cities offer a 
high quality of life and are socially inclusive, affordable, accessible, healthy, safe, and resilient to the 
impacts of climate change.” (Australian Government 2011b; p. 54) 
The policy proposes to ‘enhance the liveability’ of cities by promoting better urban design, planning 
and affordable access to recreational, cultural and community facilities, which includes:  
 facilitating the supply of appropriate mixed income housing and supporting affordable living 
choices;  
 improving accessibility and reducing dependence on private vehicles; and  
 supporting community wellbeing. 
6.1.3. Green Building Council of Australia  
Green Building Council of Australia (GBCA) has acknowledged enhancing liveability as the first principle 
to help guide and support the development of sustainable communities in their Green Star 
Communities National Framework Paper: 
“Sustainable communities are liveable. They are diverse, affordable, inclusive and healthy; they 
enhance social interaction and ownership, are safe and caring and improve people’s well-being.” 
(Green Building Council of Australia 2011a, p.8) 
Furthermore, to achieve this, the following key objectives are considered in the assessment of 
liveability: 
 Providing diverse and affordable living 
 Creating healthy, safe and secure communities 
 Fostering inclusiveness and cohesiveness 
 Building community adaptability. 
 LIVEABLE CITY PROJECT - BRISBANE DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION & CENTRE FOR SUBTROPICAL DESIGN (QUT) 
 
6 
6.1.4. Partners for ‘Livable’ Communities Australia 
Partners for ‘Livable’ Communities Australia (PLC) liveability initiative was adapted from a framework 
developed by an alliance of organisations in the United States.  It is based on the definition that has 
been refined over more than 30 years: 
“Liveability is the sum of the aspects that add up to the quality of life of a place, including its economy, 
amenity, environmental sustainability, health and wellbeing, equity, education and learning, and 
leadership.” (PLC 2012) 
PLC’s approach is to provide a broad framework to allow a community to understand and assess its 
own liveability, and determine its own liveable goals based on what is important for that context.  
Furthermore, PLC aim to encourage community participation and collaboration is needed from a range 
of corporate, government and community stakeholders to initiate, sustain and meet these goals.  
6.1.5. Queensland Growth Management Summit 2010 
The Queensland Government (2010) in its background paper released to support the work undertaken 
for the Queensland Growth Management Summit provides the following description of liveability:  
“liveability is about the quality of a place as experienced by the people who live there, work there or 
visit.  The liveability of a place directly impacts on quality of life…Queensland residents have rated the 
state’s relaxed lifestyle, multiculturalism and overall quality of life highly.” 
(Queensland Government 2010, p. 17) 
Further to the above, good urban design will play a “vital role in creating successful places where 
people want to live, work and play” (Queensland Government 2010, p.18). 
6.1.6. Queensland Infrastructure Plan 2011 
‘Liveability’ is identified as a key theme in the Queensland Infrastructure Plan 2011 (QIP).  In this case, 
liveability is rather more goal oriented to improve access and services: 
“Liveability and quality of life concerns associated with change and growth to ensure that the character 
and qualities of regional centres are not impacted.  This also includes general concerns about how 
transient workforces fit in to communities.” 
(The Queensland Government 2011, p. 5) 
The actions to implement the QIP are concerned with service provision, however key additional 
infrastructure investment to support liveability will include: 
 The roll out of multi-purpose neighbourhood/community centres 
 Delivery of ‘Grittier Places’ arts grant program across the state 
 Regional cycle network program. 
6.1.7. Victoria Competition and Efficiency Commission (VCEC) 
The Victorian Government has been somewhat progressive in taking on board the liveability agenda in 
their development of policy and achieving strategic targets.   
“Liveability reflects the well-being of the community and comprises the many characteristics that make 
the location a place where people want to live now and in the future.” 
(VCEC 2008, p. xxi) 
The VCEC has identified the three key drivers in achieving liveability: 
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 economic strength and markets; 
 governments and decision making; and 
 communities and human rights. 
6.1.8. Summary of definitions and approaches to achieving liveability 
Liveability relates to a collection of matters including governance and economic development, 
environmental quality and conservation, cost of living including housing accessibility and affordability, 
cultural vitality, tolerance and justice and the adequacy of community and social infrastructure and 
public resources.  It encompasses broad human needs ranging from food and basic security and 
shelter, to cultural expression and a sense of belonging to a community or place.  Liveability denotes 
the importance of quality of life, social wellbeing and invariably, invokes different meanings and 
priorities at different scales to different individuals depending upon their situation and lifecycle stage.  
Liveability is therefore, difficult to define.  Accordingly, the all-encompassing definition adopted by PLC 
Australia will suffice in underpinning the commencement of this project: 
“Liveability is the sum of the aspects that add up to the quality of life of a place, including its economy, 
amenity, environmental sustainability, health and wellbeing, equity, education and learning, and 
leadership.” (PLC 2012) 
Essentially, the term ‘liveability’ constitutes thoughts of quality of life and wellbeing of residents in 
urban environments.  Urban environments have physical and social attributes that either contribute or 
impede peoples’ notions of the liveability of places.  
As governments strive to improve liveability, there is a growing recognition of the need to focus on the 
importance of sustainable development.  Liveability, in this sense, has much to do with the effects of 
urban settlement patterns and infrastructure provision on the quality of life of residents (Council of 
Mayors 2011; Kennedy and Buys 2009; VCEC 2008).  Consequently, transforming land use, 
infrastructure provision and built form through planning policy and design would alter a wide range of 
factors that together contribute towards the overall perception of the liveability of a city.  
The fundamental challenge facing city administrations, planners and designers however, is ‘weighing 
up’ the array of factors that can be considered important to enhancing liveability.  City planners and 
designers, have over time, argued for the best urban form in improving the quality of life and 
wellbeing, namely ‘liveability’.  These ideas have rarely been subjected to systematic review.  
According to research undertaken for the Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission (VCEC), 
where a systematic review has been carried out, results have been mixed, and suggest that the 
influence of urban form is negligible in “achieving liveability compared to factors, such as, household 
income and political freedom” (Urbis 2008, p. 10).  In saying this however, there is empirical evidence 
that urban form does influence the way people use urban environments, satisfy their needs in 
achieving an acceptable level of ‘wellbeing’ or ‘liveability’ (Carmona et al. 2010; Gehl 2010; Lynch 
1960). 
7. CAPACITY OF LIVEABILITY INDICATORS 
Typically, liveability indices were developed as tools to compare cities based on a number of criteria, 
and driven by various agendas, such as, a marketing tool, with results publicised by organisations and 
cities themselves.  Despite this, adopting systematic methodologies to determine, assess and improve 
liveability has the capacity to: 
 benchmark the ‘liveability’ of cities and their communities  
 engage citizens and communities in informed discussions about shared goals and priorities  
 report, track and communicate the progress towards agreed goals and outcomes  
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 guide evidence-based planning and action to address the issues identified as important by 
communities. 
(Derived from Community Indicators Victoria 2012; and Holloway and Wajzer 2008) 
8. LIVEABILITY INDEX RANKINGS FOR AUSTRALIAN CITIES 
Current international city comparison and ranking studies proclaim to measure liveability or quality of 
life, and matters relating to cost of living and city wealth competiveness.  In general, Australian cities 
rank highly, particularly on indices that measure quality of life and global connectivity, and measures 
related to the social condition of people.  There is evidence to suggest that Australian cities suffer with 
respect to infrastructure.  Moreover, according to the State of Australian Cities Report 2010 
(Australian Government 2010a), evidence suggests that a “decline in international relative 
performance and perception in the past five years” (Australian Government 2010a, p.12).  This section 
provides a summary of Australian city rankings in recent city benchmarking survey under the common 
and overarching areas of assessment: 
 cost of living and quality of life 
 housing affordability; and 
 competiveness, commerce and wealth. 
8.1. Cost of living and quality of life 
Mercer, Monocle Magazine and the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) produce indices rankings of 
liveability and cost of living studies1.  Mercer evaluates local living conditions in all the 420 cities it 
surveys worldwide.  Living conditions are analysed according to 39 factors, grouped in 10 categories 
(Mercer Human Resource Consulting 2011).  In 2011, Sydney was the highest ranked Australian City 
(rank 10).  Brisbane was the sixth ranked Australian city (ranking 36 in the world) behind Melbourne, 
Perth, Canberra and Adelaide (ibid.).  
Mercer Eco-City Survey was conducted in 2010.  It identified the cities with the best eco-ranking based 
on water availability and drinkability, waste removal, quality of sewage systems, air pollution; and 
traffic congestion.  Adelaide (rank 7) was the best performing Australian city, followed by Perth (rank 
12), Canberra (rank 21) and Brisbane was ranked the 23rd most Eco-City (Mercer Human Resource 
Consulting 2010). 
The London based Monocle (lifestyle magazine) has published an annual list of the world’s 25 most 
liveable cities (Annual Quality of Life Survey) since 2007.  Both Melbourne and Sydney have 
consistently ranked well in the survey with 2010 world rankings of 5th and 7th respectively. 
In August of 2011, EIU ranked Melbourne as the most liveable city in the world.  Sydney was seventh.  
Brisbane was ranked the 21st most liveable city by EIU.  The EIU survey is used to determine levels to 
assigning a hardship allowance as part of expatriate relocation packages.  The EIU liveability rating 
quantifies the challenges that might be presented to an individual’s lifestyle in any given location, and 
allows for direct comparison between locations.   
According to the EIU (2011b, n.p.), “the concept of liveability is simple: it assesses which locations 
around the world provide the best or the worst living conditions”.  This statement does not reflect the 
findings of this research.  The assessment of elements of liveability is rather, relatively complex and 
                                                          
 
1
 Appendix 2 includes further details and comparisons of the results of city benchmarking indices. 
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often impacted by matters such as, the context of the locality and subjective methodologies and 
assessment models (refer to section 9).  
8.2. Housing affordability 
The 8th Annual Demographia International Housing Affordability Survey reviews 325 housing markets 
in seven countries from Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Ireland, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and 
the United States.  Australia exhibited the worst housing affordability of any national market outside 
Hong Kong.  There were no affordable markets in Australia in 2011 and the overwhelming majority of 
markets were severely unaffordable.  Sydney ranked second most unaffordable major housing market, 
behind Hong Kong.  Sydney was closely followed by Melbourne in the rankings.  According to this 
survey, Brisbane was the 4th least affordable city in Australia behind Adelaide.  More restrictive land 
use regulations were seen as the cause of the marked deterioration of housing affordability 
(Demographia International 2012).  
8.3. Competiveness, commerce and wealth 
The 2Thinknow’s Innovation Cities Report (2011) classifies 331 benchmark cities and reports on the 
125 ‘global innovation economy’ cities.  The index measured innovation across the economy and 
community compared with current trends.  The index relied on measuring cultural assets, and 
infrastructure.  Melbourne was the top ranking Australian city (17th) followed by Sydney (20th) and 
Adelaide (112th).  Brisbane did not rank in the top 125 cities however it was ranked 27 in Asia region.  
Melbourne and Sydney are considered a ‘Nexus ’city by 2Thinknow.  Nexus cities dominate the 
innovation across many economy sectors.  Brisbane, Adelaide, Canberra and Perth on the other hand 
are not as dominant and considered innovation ‘nodes’ showing “broad performance across many 
innovation segments, with key imbalances” (2Thinknow 2011). 
The 2008 MasterCard Worldwide Centres of Commerce Index evaluates 75 cities across seven criteria 
to provide a comparative ranking of the world’s leading global cities and their instrumental role in 
driving the global economy, including an evaluation of their strengths and challenges across several 
key measurement indicators.  London, New York, and Tokyo were the top ranked cities respectively.  
‘Liveability’ is one of the seven criteria used to calculate this index.  The other six include: legal and 
political framework; economic stability; ease of doing business; financial flow; business centre; and 
knowledge creation and information flow.  Sydney was the highest ranked Australian city (12th) and 
the 5th highest for the Cities in Asia/Pacific, Middle East and Africa Region.  Melbourne ranked first in 
its environmental ranking of Centres of Commerce in Asia/Pacific, Middle East and Africa, however, 
this survey has not been undertaken since 2008 (MasterCard 2008).  
9. LIMITATIONS OF LIVEABLE CITY INDICES METHODOLOGIES 
At an international level, liveability indices are often used to compare major cities or nations as a 
whole using composite data.  In many cases, obtaining details of the methodology applied, including 
sampling scoring methods for this review, has been difficult.  The validity and the usefulness of many 
benchmarking indices are often criticized in academic literature (Burton et al. 2010; City of Melbourne 
2011; Holloway and Wajzer 2008; Stokie 1999).  The limitations of many benchmarking indices can be 
categorised into three groups: 
 integrity and comparability of data;  
 subjectivity of methodology, analysis and conclusions; and   
 potential to be translated into policy. 
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A more recent report released by the Melbourne City Council reinforces the critical argument against 
the validity of many indices: 
“…international city comparison ranks often use small samples and subjective measures that don’t 
reflect quality of life for the average citizen of a city and sometimes appear to offer convenient 
promotional vehicles for companies producing them…analysts and policy makers should avoid the 
temptation to treat them all as progress indicators or public policy tools” 
(City of Melbourne 2011, p. 4) 
International liveability indices used in this review are listed in Appendix 1.  Appendix 2 provides 
further details of the more common international city liveability or quality of life indices.  A summary 
of the findings from an initial limited assessment of these indices combined with the review of 
applicable literature is present in this section. 
9.1. Integrity and comparability of data 
9.1.1. Treating city comparisons as progress indicators 
Using international city benchmarking indices (such as the Mercer’s or EIU’s Liveability and Cost of 
Living indices) as progress indicators, from year to year is less relevant than its position relative to 
other cities globally in any given year.  This is the case because although related, city benchmarking 
and indicators are two separate concepts, and methodologies, sample data and city numbers can 
change annually (Holloway and Wajzer 2008).  Benchmarking will use indicators to measure or monitor 
the performance of whatever is being ‘benchmarked’.  Indicators however, can be used on their own 
to measure and monitor, but they are not necessarily compared against a benchmark (ibid.). 
9.1.2. How the aims behind city comparisons affect the rigour of assessments 
International city comparisons are often treated by the media and some analysts as though they rate 
the quality of life for day-to-day residents of a city, however, they generally do not cover the range of 
issues needed to provide a comprehensive picture of quality of life from the perspective of the 
resident community (Burton et al 2010; City of Melbourne 2011; Holloway and Wajzer, 2008; Stokie 
1999).  Moreover, the aims and audience of international liveability surveys influence which indicators 
are included in these assessments and rankings.  For example, the intent of Mercer’s quality of living 
and cost of living surveys is to judge how liveable cities would be for a worker from overseas, and EIU’s 
liveability ranking similarly aims to quantify challenges that might be presented to an employee being 
transferred to another city and therefore, these indices do not rate a city’s liveability for average 
citizens.  Furthermore, small samples or select groups are used to gather data to determine 
conclusions that may not provide an appropriate cross section nor represent the entire city.  
9.1.3. Data integrity and comparability 
All city liveability indicator exercises are limited by the availability and comparability of data, and 
therefore, limit the scope, depth and diversity of what can be measured, in turn limiting the extent to 
which indicators can be used to compare and monitor city performance (Burton et al 2010; Holloway 
and Wajzer, 2008).  
“It remains far too tempting to select indicators based on availability of data, as opposed to selecting 
data that would provide meaningful and relevant information” (Burton et al 2010, p.10).  
Moreover, fundamental problems include data gaps across indicators and comparator cities, the 
reliability and regularity of published and unpublished data sets, and the methodological differences in 
data collection, classification, and reporting specific to national contexts.  For example, many city 
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rankings rely on a number of in-country agencies to provide them with data.  The methodologies may 
vary between agency and countries and therefore, results may be calculated differently between 
countries.  
Another issue with data comparability is large variance in geographic make up and populations of 
cities, including their administrative boundaries, which can influence data results.  Despite some 
indicators attempting to manage this by reporting per capita or per area, according to Burton et al. 
(2011), these techniques have their own limitations. 
9.1.4. Liveability indicators and city performance 
The relationship between liveability indicators and overall city performance is not straightforward, and 
no direct cause and effect relationship can be attributed by the results (Burton et al. 2010, p. 11).  
Therefore, many city benchmarking exercises often overstate the relationship between indicators and 
city performance, as the data alone, may not provide a realistic assessment of the performance of a 
city (Burton et al. 2010; Stokie 1999).  Furthermore, city rankings can change annually, and are relative 
to, and effectively, beyond the influence of the city administration to change through its activities.  For 
example, EIU and Mercer liveability studies can highlight an indicator where a city has not scored as 
highly as other areas or as highly as it has in the past without an explanation or policy prescription 
beyond very broad suggestions to provide the basics of liveability.  Variations in the number of cities 
surveyed and assessment criteria and weighting from one year to another will influence rankings. 
9.2. Subjectivity of methodology, analysis and conclusions 
City indices are subjective in their selection of indicators, methodology, analysis and conclusions 
(Stokie 1999).  Value judgments are often used in collecting data and weighting indices used to rank 
cities initiates thoughts of subjectivity (ibid).  For example, Demographia’s rankings suggest that 
Australian cities have some of the most unaffordable housing.  This is based on the premise that urban 
planning restrictions on land supply for development, puts pressure on housing affordability.   
City indices combine data including many indicators and complex scoring methods, to come up with a 
single figure to rank cities and in doing so, obscure findings within their complexity (Burton et al 2010; 
Holloway and Wajzer 2008; Stokie 1999).  This renders it difficult to access results, and understand the 
relationships between complex scoring and ranking systems, numerous indicators and data, subjective 
judgments and the accuracy of the claims (Burton et al. 2010; Holloway and Wajzer 2008; Stokie 
1999).  For example, indicators of averages including ‘per capita’ scores tend to omit the range and 
distribution of data.  Averages do not adequately capture ‘highs’ and ‘lows’ of performance in cities 
and indicators therefore risk inappropriately ‘hiding’ spatial variation in performance across a city.  
Consequently, variations can be hidden within categories experienced by particular socio-economic 
groups or sectors or localities.  
According to Holloway & Wajzer (2008), incorporating social and cultural measures has traditionally 
proved to be the most challenging dimension in assessing liveability, due to the more subjective and 
less tangible aspects of these indicators.  Virtually all of the prominent city liveability studies take very 
little to no account of the perceptions of day-to-day residents about city life with subjective 
assessments undertaken by representatives and data collectors.  This is a critical methodological 
weakness given these perceptions are crucial in assessing any city’s performance (Burton et al. 2010; 
Stokie 1999).  Furthermore, Stokie (1999) claims that cities may also be at different stages in their 
urban development cycle and therefore you are not comparing ’apples with apples’.  These are not 
often considered in the interpretation of results, with too much weight given to the relationship 
between performance and indicators. 
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External factors outside a city’s, or even a national government’s control, can change cost of living 
indices and rankings.  Therefore, it is also important to understand that these have a bearing on cost 
of living indices and rankings that are used to compare scores (Burton et al 2010). 
International cost of living, rankings can be subject to volatility of currency exchange rates (Burton et 
al. 2010).  Most common sources of price volatility generally include items such as: 
 inflation (or even deflation) within a city or even between some products between surveys; 
 currency exchange rates and seasonal fluctuations;  
 legislative and regulation changes; and 
 increasing competition or new products introduced in a growing market. 
9.3. The potential of city indices data to be translated into policy 
City indices, ranking and benchmarking lists have limited value to inform public policy because most of 
the city comparisons are not made to inform public policy and also do not take account of the 
perceptions of local residents (Holloway and Wajzer 2008; Stokie, 1999).  As aforementioned, these 
limitations include the overstatement of the cause and effect relationship between indicators and city 
outcomes, and the subjectivity of the analysis, conclusions and methodologies applied (Burton et al. 
2010; Stokie 1999).  Therefore, a major challenge facing city indicator movement is to successfully 
incorporate the collection and reporting of indicators in the decision making process (Holden 2006 in 
Burton et al. p. 11).  New approaches in city indicator development come from a community-based 
perspective that aim to bridge the gap between city performance or liveability measurement, city 
development and policy, and city users (Salvaris 2000). 
9.4. Summary of the limitations of existing liveable city indices 
Although annual surveys generate substantial media attention, city benchmarking also has a number 
of limitations that undermine their validity for measuring and monitoring performance and for 
informing urban policy.  The findings of this review reveal that in many cases liveability indices are 
unsound because: 
 the aims and audience are often narrow, biasing the selection of indicators 
 they combine data to come up with a single figure to rank cities, making it difficult to access 
results, and understand the relationships between complex scoring and ranking systems and 
the accuracy of claims 
 survey samples are small, agenda driven, adopting subjective data measurement methods  
 they are generally not designed to inform public policy  
 they do not take account of the perceptions of local residents and therefore, do not reflect 
the true ‘quality of life’. 
Consequently, the subjective assessments undertaken by representatives and data collectors and little 
account of the perceptions of day-to-day residents is a critical methodological weakness or gap in city 
performance indicators.  Furthermore, their use in city development should be undertaken with 
caution, while considering their aims, methodologies and inevitably, their limitations.  Nonetheless, 
community-based city indicator development may be a way forward in bridging the gap between city 
liveability measurement and development of city design and planning policy. 
10. MEASURING LIVEABILITY 
Although liveability benchmarking measures and rankings are subjective in nature and have a lack of 
theoretical underpinning particularly, a mix of locally relevant factors could be selected and used for 
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the purposes of public policy analysis.  This section provides an overview of a number of existing 
models pertinent to ‘liveability’ or ‘quality of life’.  
10.1. Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) – Socio-Economic Indexes for 
Areas (SEIFA) 
The ABS Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) is a product developed to measure and assess the 
welfare of Australian communities (ABS 2012).  ABS publishes a set of indices using Census data, to 
allow ranking of regions/areas, providing a method of determining the level of social and economic 
well-being in each region.  SEIFA has a number of applications, including research into the relationship 
between socio-economic status and various health and educational outcomes, determining areas that 
require funding and services, and identifying new business opportunities.  SEIFA data dates back to 
1986 ,is updated every five years in line with ABS data reviews, and can therefore, provide an 
assessment of socio-economic development over time.  
10.2. Australian Bureau of Statistics – Measures of Australia’s Progress 
(MAP) 
Measures of Australia's Progress (MAP) has presented, ongoing, measures of economic performance, 
social wellbeing and the environment since 2002 (ABS 2011).  MAP provides a picture of Australia's 
progress by presenting a range of statistical measures that demonstrate change, grouped into three 
headline dimensions (health, education and training, and work), and one supplementary dimension 
(culture and leisure).  Within each dimension there are a range of statistical progress indicators, which 
together illustrate the extent of progress within that dimension over time. MAP presents a suite of 
some 80 headline and supplementary indicators.  The intent of the ‘suite-of-indicators’ approach is not 
to provide a single overall assessment about whether life or progress is improving or not.  Instead, it 
allows for the individual interpretation by allowing individuals to apply their own values and 
preferences to the evidence, and to arrive at their own overall assessment of ‘national progress’ (ABS 
2011). 
10.3. Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) - Sustainable Cities Index 
The ACF Sustainable Cities Index is a snapshot of the comparative performance of Australia’s 20 largest 
cities ranked across three areas: environmental performance; quality of life; and resilience (Trigg et al. 
2010).  The project methodology is based on work undertaken by the Forum for the Future, a 
sustainable development charity based in London that works in partnership with leading businesses 
and public sector organisations towards creating an environmentally sustainable and socially just 
future in the United Kingdom. The assessment broadly reviews three indicator categories: 
 environmental performance 
 resilience; and 
 quality of life. 
The Index only uses publicly-available information, providing a high level of transparency and 
robustness. In this model, weighting is intentionally avoided for the 2010 Index to prevent any value-
laden judgments by the assessors.  Quality of life measurement includes ratings for: health; density; 
wellbeing; transport; and employment.   
The index aims to foster competitive rivalry between cities, and contribute to the discussions about 
how urban sustainability is measured, while also making the supporting data publically available 
(ibid.).  In 2010, Brisbane was ranked the 5th highest ranked urban centre in the study for ‘quality of 
life’. 
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10.4. Property Council of Australia- the People’s Verdict Survey 
In 2011 a new national liveability report was released, entitled My City: The People’s Verdict Survey, 
and commissioned by the Property Council of Australia.  This survey highlights the opinions of local 
residents in its assessments (Stolper 2011).  Respondents ranked the importance of 17 key attributes 
of cities and assessed their own city against these attributes to produce a liveability score for each city: 
This year, Adelaide was Australia’s most liveable city and Darwin was ranked Australia’s worst city by 
its own residents.  Brisbane has moved up one place and was rated the 5th most liveable Australian 
City in 2012.  According to the Property Council of Australia (Stolper 2011), the annual survey clearly 
identifies the high priority issues that must be addressed by local and state leaders to improve 
Brisbane’s liveability.  Two critical areas where Brisbane rated poorly were the local economy and 
affordability.  Poor employment and lack of economic opportunities were key concerns for 48 percent 
of Brisbane residents surveyed.  The survey also provides residents’ perceptions of State and Federal 
Government performance.  
10.5. Australian National Development Index  
The idea to create an Australian National Development Index (ANDI) to measure the national 
economic, social and environmental progress was recommended at the Australia 2020 Summit in April 
2008, and endorsed by the Australian Government (Australian National Development Index 2012).  
ANDI is a collaboration of 40 leading community organisations, church groups, businesses and 
universities who aim to introduce a holistic measure of progress – an index that reflects the views of 
Australians in an ongoing, participatory process.  The first draft ANDI will be piloted at the community 
level in 2012 and scaled at a national level in 2013.  
In 2013, ANDI will be scaled up towards a national conversation about progress, wellbeing and 
sustainability.  This work will require drawing on the expertise and networks partners from across the 
academic, non-government and church community.  ANDI is seeking further partners to support full 
implementation of the project. 
10.6. Victorian Government - Community Indicators Victoria  
Community Indicators Victoria is a collaborative project Established in 2007 that is funded by 
VicHealth and hosted by the McCaughey Centre, School of Population Health, at the University of 
Melbourne.  It provides a comprehensive community indicator suite of more than 70 indicators across 
several ‘domains’ of wellbeing for every council in Victoria (Community Indicators Victoria 2012).  Its 
key audience includes: the general public; local and state government officers and representatives and 
non-government organisations.  The objectives of Community Indicators Victoria are to: 
 provide a sustainable mechanism for the collation, analysis and distribution of local 
community wellbeing indicator trend data across Victoria;  
 be a resource centre supporting the development and use of local community wellbeing 
indicators by local governments and their communities; and 
 contribute to national and international policy research on the development and use of local 
community wellbeing indicators as a basis for improving community engagement, 
community planning and policy making. 
This can now also be used as a comparison tool as key trends over the past five years are now evident 
(Community Indicators Victoria 2012).   
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10.7. Green Building Council of Australia - Green Star Communities - National 
Framework 
The Green Star Communities Rating Tool is being developed by the Green Building Council of Australia 
(GBCA), in collaboration with industry, government and academia.  The tool follows on from the Green 
Star Communities Framework, which provides a set of principles and aspirations to “help guide and 
support the development of sustainable communities” (GBCA 2011a, 4).  The aim of the framework is 
to provide a more consistent approach to developing sustainable communities at a national level, 
which includes the aspiration of the first principle to ‘enhance liveability’ (GBCA 2011).  It is a voluntary 
rating tool, which once it’s released later this year, will provide best practice benchmarks and third-
party verification of the sustainability of community and precinct-wide developments (GBCA 2010).  
The research for the development of the tool has included a review of the capacity of international 
and national existing rating tools.  Each of these existing tools was assessed against the evaluation 
criteria developed by the GBCA and the five sustainability principles identified by the Green Star 
Communities National Framework.  The findings of this research revealed that there is no suitable 
existing tool (nationally or internationally) that appropriately considers all of the key principles within 
the Green Star Communities National Framework (Aurecon 2010).  Four existing tools were 
recommended as guides in the further development of the Communities rating tool: 
 BREEAM for Communities (United Kingdom); 
 EnviroDevelopment (Australia); 
 LEED for Neighbourhood Development (United States); and 
 Sustainable Community Rating (Australia). 
10.8. Deakin University - Australian Unity Wellbeing Index 
Quality of life is subjective as well as objective, a matter of how people feel about life as well as the 
material conditions in which they live (Deakin University 2012).  There are a plethora of objective 
measures that relate to quality of life and wellbeing.  There is, however, a lack of subjective measures 
that are rigorous, comprehensive and systematic (ibid.).  The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index is 
designed to fill this niche. It has the aim of promoting greater public and political awareness of the 
social factors underpinning wellbeing, as well as enhancing scientific understanding of subjective 
wellbeing (Deakin University 2012). 
10.9. Griffith University – Modelling Tools 
It appears that Griffith University’s Urban Research Program (URP) is one of the leaders of measuring 
and quantifying indicators of liveability in Australia.  Recent indices concerning specific aspects of 
liveability which have been adopted by various state government agencies and others, and are listed 
below. 
10.9.1. Vulnerability Assessment for Mortgage, Petroleum and Inflation 
Risks and Expenditure (VAMPIRE) Index 
Vulnerability Assessment for Mortgage, Petroleum and Inflation Risks and Expenditure (VAMPIRE) 
index measures the extent of household exposure to the impacts of higher fuel prices and mortgage 
interest rates and identify the relative degrees of socio-economic stress.  VAMPIRE was constructed 
using 2006 Census data at the Collection District level (typically about one residential block) regarding 
car dependence, income and home ownership status (Dodson and Sipe 2008a). 
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10.9.2. Modular Urban Land Use and Transport Tool (MULUTT) 
Modular Urban Land Use and Transport Tool (MULUTT) includes capacity for destination-based 
accessibility analysis in a Geographic Information System, applied to datasets obtained from a number 
of sources (ABS Census data), and using information relating to the land use destinations, 
road/pedestrian network and public transport network.  This work is modelling accessibility for low 
socio-economic status groups in Australian cities (Dodson and Sipe 2007). 
The main innovation for this study is to focus on ‘liveability’ in particular places and then to aggregate 
findings for those places to gain an indication of liveability for the city at large.  The tool was 
developed to show how liveability changes over time and with alternative land use and infrastructure 
arrangements.  
While existing tools such as MULUTT and VAMPIRE provide results at a very high level of spatial 
analysis at neighbourhood levels, it is considered too resource intensive to develop the necessary 
datasets to provide a similar framework at city level (Dodson and Sipe 2008a). 
11. IMPACT ON POLICY IN AUSTRALIA 
This section provides an overview of how research measuring city performance can be adopted city 
administrators at all levels of government.  
11.1. National Level 
11.1.1. Our Cities Discussion Paper 
The Our Cities Discussion Paper is the Federal Government’s attempt to collaborate in strategic 
planning at a national level.  Liveability is a key aspiration area identified in the Paper.  Key areas for 
discussion include: 
 Location of Services – to improve accessibility, particularly for transport-vulnerable people in 
society; and encourage walking and cycling and to reduce reliance on the private motor 
vehicle.  
 Healthy Spaces and Places – well designed and safe communities, with adequate local 
community, cultural facilities and social infrastructure; street designed considering public 
space and active and public transport  
 Housing – access to affordable housing and housing choice to meet the needs of aging and 
changing population demographics. 
The paper recognises the critical roles that State, Territory and Local Governments, the private sector 
and individuals play in planning, managing and investing in cities.  It also acknowledges that the 
Australian Government makes decisions that impact upon urban Australia.  According to the Planning 
Institute of Australia (PIA), in its submission reviewing the Discussion Paper, stated that there is an 
opportunity to research and evaluate existing international liveability indicators and adjust them to 
meet Australian context (PIA 2011).  The Australian Government has outlined overarching goals for the 
nation's cities and how it will play a role in making them more productive, sustainable and ‘liveable’ 
(Australian Government 2011b).   
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11.2. State and Regional Level 
11.2.1. NSW Government - Sydney Towards 2036 
Sydney Towards 2036 uses benchmarks to review the progress Sydney in meeting the aims of the 
comprehensive long term Metropolitan Strategy—City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney’s Future.  The ‘City 
of Cities’ approach in the Sydney Towards 2036 Strategy to “enhance liveability” is one of five areas 
reviewed (NSW Government 2010).  Interestingly, Sydney’s ranking in the Quality of Life Survey has 
been used as a benchmark to measure the success of strategic policy in the previous 2005 Strategy 
(NSW Government 2010, p. 7).  
11.2.2. State Government of Victoria - Sustainable Community Rating 
The Sustainable Community Rating aims to provide developers of new communities with a common 
language and framework to assist them in the planning and delivery of sustainable communities (State 
Government of Victoria 2012).  It is based on five interrelated objectives: 
 Community Well-being 
 Housing Affordability 
 Commercial Success 
 Urban Design Excellence 
 Environmental Leadership. 
The Sustainable Community Rating is the outcome of collaboration between representatives from the 
development industry, Victorian Government and peak bodies and provides the necessary assessment 
tools including matrices checklists, to evaluate the sustainability or a development proposal.  These 
tools have been developed to be used in master planning, urban renewal and provincial community 
projects.   
11.2.3. Western Australia Government - Liveable Neighbourhoods  
Liveable Neighbourhoods is an operational policy for the design and assessment of structure plans and 
subdivision for new urban areas in urban areas including centres, greenfield and large infill urban areas 
initiated by the Western Australian Government in 1998 (Western Australian Government 2007).  
Liveable Neighbourhoods is supported by a performance-based code that aims to achieve the delivery 
and design of centres, strengthening main street development, walkable neighbourhoods with mixed 
uses in order to reduce reliance on cars, and provide convenient access to services and facilities and a 
choice of housing types and is the preferred policy to guide the structure planning and subdivision of 
land.  Liveable Neighbourhoods is the prevailing development control policy used to implement the 
objectives of the Western Australian State Planning Strategy. 
11.2.4. Cairns City Council - Cairns Liveability Report 2005/06  
The Cairns Liveability Report was produced to measure the performance of the City in relation to 
‘quality of life’ issues identified in the development of Council's five year Corporate Plan.  The 
Liveability Report, also produced annually, examines eight key indicators which reflect the values and 
characteristics that are considered internationally to make cities ‘liveable’ – affordability; accessibility; 
mobility; diversity; equity; well-being; and good leadership. The findings of the Liveability Report were 
used to inform Council planning for the following year’s activities, and will be activated through 
Operational Plans (Cairns City Council 2006).  
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12. CONCLUSION 
The term ‘liveability’ is inherently a subjective concept.  Essentially, the term ‘liveability’ constitutes 
thoughts of quality of life and wellbeing of residents in urban environments.  It invariably, invokes 
different meanings and priorities at different scales to different individuals depending upon their 
situation and lifecycle stage, and is therefore, difficult to define.  Accordingly, an all-encompassing 
definition adopted by Partners for Livable Communities (Australia) would provide the broad 
framework needed to progress this project: 
“Liveability is the sum of the aspects that add up to the quality of life of a place, including its economy, 
amenity, environmental sustainability, health and wellbeing, equity, education and learning, and 
leadership.” (PLC 2012) 
This study revealed many gaps in areas of academic research to support the development of a 
measure of liveability.  Accordingly, there are significant considerations attached to developing 
‘liveability’ indices and models.  Despite this existing shortfall, evidence suggests that a liveability index 
adopting a rigorous methodology can provide a means of assessing the quality of urban areas.  Such 
examples have been compiled by various agencies and public sector bodies including the Cairns City 
Council, Victorian Government, Property Council of Australia, Green Building Council of Australia, 
Partners for Livable Communities (Australia) and Council of Mayors (SEQ).   
Liveability models can be useful because they are capable of simplifying and enabling the construction 
of a framework that can reflect the important aspects of a community, which can then form how 
people are likely to view the city they live in, or how they would like to improve where they live.  There 
are a number of models, both locally and abroad, that profess to measure elements of liveability and 
well-being.  Some international city comparisons yield useful information for specific purposes and use 
what appears to be comprehensive analysis or apply well regarded methodologies.  However, the 
review of literature has revealed that, in many cases, the uses of international city comparisons, 
rankings and indices are limited because: 
 their aims and audience are often narrow, biasing the selection of indicators 
 they combine data to come up with a single figure to rank cities, making it difficult to access 
results, and understand the relationships between complex scoring and ranking systems and 
the accuracy of claims 
 survey samples are small, agenda driven, adopting subjective data measurement methods  
 they are generally not designed to inform public policy  
 they do not take account of the perceptions of local residents and therefore, do not reflect 
the true ‘quality of life’. 
There is a growing interest in a more community-based approach to the development of planning, 
policy goals and measures of progress and well-being at all levels of government across traditionally 
separate policy sectors.  Community indicators are an attempt at meaningful community engagement 
in governance to allow communities to come together to decide what measures symbolise increased 
social well-being or liveability for their communities.  These indicators should reflect what is important 
at the local context and community aspirations, involve ongoing measurement and systematic 
analysis, and developed in line with local and strategic planning.  Before proceeding to develop an 
index, its purpose and the manner in which it will differ or ‘value-add’ to existing studies would need 
to be clearly scoped. 
There is also a growing recognition of the need to focus on the importance of sustainable 
development in achieving truly liveable communities.  One way that this could be achieved is by 
measuring and adopting the success of high quality and creative design solutions for urban 
development and delivery of infrastructure.  This measurement methodology will need to correlate 
with the aspirations of stakeholders including local communities and government. 
 LIVEABLE CITY PROJECT - BRISBANE DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION & CENTRE FOR SUBTROPICAL DESIGN (QUT) 
 
19 
 
13. RECOMMENDATION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
This paper has revealed gaps in the development of tools in Australia to determine how urban form 
and policy may contribute to community aspirations associated with improving a locality’s liveability.  
It is clear that adequate indices to compare cities based on ‘big business’ views already exist.  Any new 
liveable city project should reflect the local context and community aspirations, involve ongoing 
measurement and systematic analysis, and be developed in conjunction with strategic city planning 
and design.  With this in mind, the following actions are recommended to progress the aims of the 
proponents: 
(1) Develop a theoretical framework to better define ‘liveability’ and underpin the development of 
indices; for example the framework may draw from social, psychological, and ecological 
theories.  
(2) Identify a set of tools or framework that investigate ways in which liveability indicators could be 
developed for local residents to assess liveability of their own local area/city considering that 
liveability indicators could be different for all cities/community based on local aspirations.  Key 
objectives of this investigation include the: 
(a) delivery of better infrastructure and planning, and a more sustainable built form;  
(b) reduction of the cost of living; 
(c) measurement of the impact that alternative urban forms and localities have on the 
perceptions of liveability; and 
(d) adoption of a rigorous and systematic city liveability review methodology. 
(3) Undertake a detailed review to determine if new ‘liveability’ indices could be used to inform 
government policy influencing liveability assessments and measurement methods e.g. Cairns 
Liveability Report; Victoria Competition and Efficiency Commission, Victorian Government’s 
Sustainable Community Rating. 
(4) Explore possible partnership opportunities with the Property Council of Australia, Green 
Building Council of Australia and Partners for Livable Communities (Australia) and Council of 
Mayors SEQ, beneficial for future work on this project. 
In order to implement these recommendations, the proponents propose that appropriate resources 
and funding for this research project are sourced. 
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APPENDIX 1 LIST OF CITY INDICES 
Anholt-GfK Roper – City Brands Index 
http://www.gfkamerica.com/practice_areas/roper_pam/cbi/index.en.html 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) – Measures of Australia's Progress (MAP) 
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/5883EAD30A3CFD59CA256A8B007F8B8B?Open 
Australian Conservation Foundation – Sustainable Cities Index, 
http://www.acfonline.org.au/default.asp 
Australian National Development Index (ANDI) – http://www.andi.org.au 
Australian Unity Wellbeing Index (Australian Unity with Deakin University) 
http://www.australianunity.com.au/wellbeingindex/#why_measure 
Demographia International – Housing Affordability Survey http://www.demographia.com/dhi.pdf 
Economist Intelligence Unit – Global Liveability Ranking 
http://www.eiu.com/site_info.asp?info_name=The_Global_Liveability_Report 
Economist Intelligence Unit – Worldwide Cost of Living 
http://www.worldwidecostofliving.com/asp/wcol_WCOLHome.asp 
Lee Kuan Yew – World City Prize http://www.leekuanyewworldcityprize.com.sg/home.html 
Mastercard – Worldwide Centres of Commerce Index (no longer published) 
http://www.mastercard.com/us/company/en/insights/pdfs/2008/MCWW_WCoC-Report_2008.pdf 
Mercer – Eco City http://www.mercer.com/press-releases/quality-of-living-report-2011 
Mercer – Quality of Living Rankings http://www.mercer.com/press-releases/quality-of-living-report-
2011 
Mercer – Worldwide Cost of Living Survey 2010 
http://www.mercer.com/costoflivingpr#City_rankings 
Monocle – Liveable Cities Index http://www.monocle.com/QoL-2011/ 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) – Better Life Index 
http://oecdbetterlifeindex.org/ 
PricewaterhouseCooper – Cities of Opportunity http://www.pwc.com/us/en/cities-of-opportunity 
United Nations Development Program (UNDP) Annual Human Development Index 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/ 
World Bank – World Development Indicators (WDI) http://data.worldbank.org/indicator 
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APPENDIX 2  LIVEABILITY INDICES REVIEW 
1. Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) – Liveability Ranking Survey 
The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) Liveability Ranking Survey is London Based and compiled for 
business people from western countries and used to work out hardship allowances as part of an 
expatriate's relocation package.  The EIU liveability index also utilises data from the Mercer 
consulting group  
The survey quantifies the challenges that might be presented to an individual's lifestyle in 140 cities 
worldwide.  Accordingly, this survey is seen from a western perspective and it is therefore, not 
surprising that the survey's top cities are all located in wealthy western countries.  The report reveals 
that: 
"...cities that score best tend to be mid-sized cities with a relatively low population density in 
wealthier countries.  This can foster a range of recreational activities without leading to high crime 
levels or overburdened infrastructure” (EIU 2011a).  
The second sentence in this quote is somewhat subjective and triggers questions on the validity of 
such a statement. 
This Index tends to favour English speaking countries, with seven of the top ten scoring cities for 
2011 from either Australia or Canada.  The 2011 the report placed Melbourne as the most liveable 
city in the world, with Vienna taking second place followed by Vancouver in third, based on their 
“widespread availability of goods and services, low personal risk and an effective infrastructure” (EIU 
2011a). 
Three other Australian capital cities (Sydney at 7th and Perth and Adelaide at equal 8th) claimed 
positions in the top ten. 
Those that score best tend to be mid-sized cities in wealthier countries with a relatively low 
population density.  Austria challenges this trend with a density of 100 people per square kilometre 
however, Vienna’s population of 1.7 million people, is relatively small compared to the urban centres 
of New York, London, Paris or Tokyo, which did not rank in the top 10 most liveable cities. 
 
Australia/NZ Representative 
Cape Public Relations 
Telephone: (02) 8218 2190 
Sara Crowe 
M: 0437 161916, sara@capepublicrelations.com 
Luke Roberts 
M: 0422 855 930, luke@capepublicrelations.com 
Methodology 
Every city is assigned a rating of relative comfort for over 30 qualitative and quantitative factors 
across five broad categories: stability; healthcare; culture and environment; education; and 
infrastructure.  
Each factor in a city is rated as acceptable, tolerable, uncomfortable, undesirable or intolerable.  
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For qualitative indicators, a rating is awarded based on the judgment of in-house analysts and in-city 
contributors.  For quantitative indicators, a rating is calculated based on the relative performance of 
a number of external data points. 
The scores are then compiled and weighted to provide a score of 1 (considered intolerable) to 100 
(considered ideal).  The liveability rating is provided both as an overall score and as a score for each 
category.  To provide a benchmark, the score is also given for each category relative to New York, 
assigning an overall position in the ranking of 140 cities. 
 
Table 1 Main Criteria Consideration EIU 
 Criteria Considerations Weighting (%) 
1 Stability Prevalence of petty crime  
Prevalence of violent crime  
Threat of terror  
Threat of military conflict  
Threat of civil unrest/conflict 
25 
2 Healthcare Availability of private healthcare 
Quality of private healthcare 
Availability of public healthcare; Quality of public healthcare 
Availability of over-the-counter drugs 
General healthcare indicators 
20 
3 Culture & 
Environment 
Humidity/temperature rating 
Discomfort of climate to travellers  
Level of corruption Adapted from Transparency International 
Social or religious restrictions EIU rating 
Level of censorship 
Sporting availability (3 sport indicators) 
Cultural availability (4 cultural indicators) 
Food and drink (4 cultural indicators) 
Consumer goods and services 
25 
4 Education Availability of private education  
Quality of private education  
Public education indicators 
10 
5 Infrastructure Quality of road network  
Quality of public transport  
Quality of international links  
Availability of good quality housing  
Quality of energy provision  
Quality of water provision  
Quality of telecommunications 
20 
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1.2 Results 2011 
Table 2 Economist Intelligent Unit (EIU) World's Most Liveable Cities 2011 (Top 10) 
Economist Intelligent Unit (EIU) World's Most Liveable Cities 2011 (Top 10) 
Rank 
2011 
City Country Overall 
Score 
Stability Healthcare Culture & 
Environment 
Education Infrastructure 
1 Melbourne Australia 97.5 95 100 95.1 100 100 
2 Vienna Austria 97.4 95 100 94.4 100 100 
3 Vancouver Canada 97.3 95 100 10 100 92.9 
4 Toronto Canada 97.2 100 100 92.2 100 89.3 
5 Calgary Canada 96.6 100 100 89.1 100 96.4 
6 Sydney Australia 96.1 90 100 94.4 100 100 
7 Helsinki Finland 96.0 100 100 90 91.7 96.4 
8 Perth Australia 95.9 95 100 88.7 100 100 
8 Adelaide Australia 95.9 95 100 94.2 100 92.9 
10 Auckland New Zealand 95.7 95 95.8 97 100 92.9 
 
Table 3 EIU Most Liveable City 2011 Australian Results 
Monocle Most Liveable City 2011 (Australia) 
Rank 2011 City Score 
1 Melbourne  97.5 
6 Sydney 96.1 
8 Perth 95.9 
8 Adelaide  95.9 
21 Brisbane  n/a 
DNR Canberra n/a 
* EIU 2011 results published August 9, 2011 
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2. Monocle – Annual Quality of Life Survey  
The London based Monocle (lifestyle magazine) has published an annual list of the world’s 25 most 
liveable cities (Annual Quality of Life survey) since 2007.  Both Melbourne and Sydney have 
consistently ranked well in the survey.  
2.1 Methodology 
Utilises both objective and subjective methods to assess criteria including: safety/crime; 
international connectivity; climate/sunshine; quality of architecture; public transportation; tolerance; 
environmental issues and access to nature; urban design; business conditions; pro-active policy 
developments; and medical care. 
2.2 Results 
Table 4 Monocle World's Most Liveable Cities 2011 (Top 10) 
Monocle - Most Liveable City Index 2011 (Top 10) 
Rank 2011 City Country Rating 2010 
1 Helsinki Finland 5 
2 Zurich Switzerland 3 
3 Copenhagen Denmark 2 
4 Munich Germany 1 
5 Melbourne Australia 9 
6 Vienna Austria 8 
7 Sydney Australia 12 
8 Berlin Germany 11 
9 Tokyo Japan 4 
10 Madrid Spain 10 
 
Table 5 Monocle Most Liveable City 2011 Australian Results 
Monocle Most Liveable City 2011 (Australia) 
Rank 2011 City Score 
5 Melbourne   
7 Sydney  
- Adelaide Did not rank in top 25 
- Brisbane Did not rank in top 25 
- Canberra Did not rank in top 25 
- Perth Did not rank in top 25 
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3. Mercer Surveys 
Mercer conducts the ranking to help governments and multi-national companies compensate 
employees fairly when placing them on international assignments.  
The worldwide rankings are conducted annually and based on a point-scoring index, which sees cities 
ranked against New York as the base city, with an index score of 100. 
Individual reports are produced for each city surveyed.  Comparative quality of living indices between 
a based city and a host city are available, as are multiple city comparisons. 
Mercer’s database of cities contains more than 420 cities.  
 
Australia/NZ Representative 
lisa.francis@mercer.com 
Tel: +61 2 8864 6465 
 
3.1 Mercer Quality of Life 
3.1.1 Methodology 
Mercer evaluates local living conditions in all the 420 cities it surveys worldwide.  Living conditions 
are analysed according to 39 factors, grouped in 10 categories (Table 6).  Important criteria include 
physical and social factors such as safety, education, hygiene, health care, culture, environment, 
recreation, political-economic stability and public transportation.  The weighting for the 
criteria/consideration is not published and not pursued for this research at this stage.  The indices 
provide comparisons of quality of life or liveability and receive considerable media attention.   
Mercer Index is used for hardship allowance recommendations and allocates New York a baseline 
score of 100 to rate other cities as a comparison.  
 
Table 6 Main Criteria Mercer Liveability 
 Criteria Considerations Weighting (%) 
1 Political and social 
environment 
political stability, crime, law enforcement n/a 
2 Economic environment currency exchange regulations, banking services n/a 
3 Socio-cultural environment censorship, limitations on personal freedom n/a 
4 Health and sanitation medical supplies and services, infectious diseases, 
sewage, waste disposal, air pollution 
n/a 
5 Schools and education standard and availability of international schools n/a 
6 Public services and 
transportation 
electricity, water, public transport, traffic 
congestion 
n/a 
7 Recreation restaurants, theatres, cinemas, sports and leisure n/a 
8 Consumer goods availability of food/daily consumption items, cars  n/a 
9 Housing housing, household appliances, furniture, 
maintenance services 
n/a 
10 Natural environment climate, record of natural disasters n/a 
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Results 
Table 7 Mercer World's Most Liveable Cities 2010 (Top 10) 
Mercer Most Liveable Cities 2010 (Top 10) 
Rank 2010 City Country Rating (Score) 
1 Vienna Austria 108.6 
2 Zurich Switzerland 108 
3 Geneva Switzerland 107.9 
4 Auckland New Zealand 107.4 
4 Vancouver Canada 107.4 
6 Düsseldorf Germany 107.2 
7 Frankfurt Germany 107 
7 Munich Germany 107 
9 Bern Switzerland 106.5 
10 Sydney Australia 106.3 
 
Table 8 Mercer Most Liveable City 2010 Australian Results 
Mercer Most Liveable City 2010 (Australia) 
Rank 2010 City Score 
10 Sydney 106.3 
18 Melbourne 104.8 
21 Perth 104.2 
26 Canberra 103.6 
32 Adelaide 103.0 
36 Brisbane 102.4 
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3.2 Mercer Eco City 
3.2.1 Methodology 
Mercer Eco-City Survey was conducted in 2010.  It identified the cities with the best eco-ranking 
based on water availability and drinkability, waste removal, quality of sewage systems, air pollution; 
and traffic congestion. 
3.2.2 Results 
Table 9 Mercer World's Most Eco-cities 2010 (Top 10) 
Mercer Most Eco Cities 2010 (Top 10) 
Rank 2010 City Country Score  
1 Calgary  Canada 145.7 
2 Honolulu USA 145.1 
3 Ottawa Canada 139.9 
3 Helsinki Finland 139.9 
5 Wellington New Zealand 138.9 
6 Minneapolis USA 137.8 
7 Adelaide Australia 137.5 
8 Copenhagen Denmark 137.4 
9 Kobe Japan 135.6 
9 Oslo Helsinki 135.6 
9 Stockholm Sweden 135.6 
 
Table 10 Mercer Most Eco-city 2010 Australian Results 
Mercer Most Eco-city 2010 (Australia) 
Rank 2010 City Score 
7 Adelaide 137.5 
12 Perth 135.3 
21 Canberra 133.3 
23 Brisbane 131.6 
25 Melbourne 131.5 
46 Sydney 125.0 
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4. Comparisons 
Table 11 provides a summary of liveable city rankings for Australian cities for four ‘well-promoted’ 
city ranking indices.  
Table 11 Liveable City Comparison Table (Top 10) 
 EIU  Monocle  Mercer Liveable City  Mercer Eco-city 
Rank 
2011 City 
Rank 
2011 City 
Rank 
2010 City 
Rank 
2010 City 
1 Melbourne 1 Helsinki 1 Vienna 1 Calgary 
2 Vienna 2 Zurich 2 Zurich 2 Honolulu 
3 Vancouver 3 Copenhagen 3 Geneva 3 Ottawa 
4 Toronto 4 Munich 4 Auckland 3 Helsinki 
5 Calgary 5 Melbourne 4 Vancouver 5 Wellington 
6 Sydney 6 Vienna 6 Düsseldorf 6 Minneapolis 
7 Helsinki 7 Sydney 7 Frankfurt 7 Adelaide 
8 Perth 8 Berlin 7 Munich 8 Copenhagen 
8 Adelaide 9 Tokyo 9 Bern 9 Kobe 
10 Auckland 10 Madrid 10 Sydney 9 Oslo 
            9 Stockholm 
 
 
